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Summary
thc Commission’s “Deployment of Wireline

Telecommunications Capability” NPRM proceeding. The:ca x ; A* fxifreplics concern

the deployment of advanced telecommunications capabilitie:

required in the NPRM.

! See Appendix 1 for a description of each organization and its imterests.
? Public Law 104-104, February 8, 1996, 47 U.S.C. Section 157.
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germanc to these two issues: The required structure -for:

broader vision embodied in the Act.

In its comments, AT&T stated that “limited

ILEC and its affiliate. ™

The commenters do not believe that separate & ng
competition necessary to provide advanced telecomnmmmons eTViceS t_b@ughout this
country. The separate affiliate requirement will, in ’ ')_ : .I
will only compete for the high volume and more luaanw‘ibusgi
underserved communities (small urban, residential, mnercitscmd sipsly
be underserved. 5 :

More alammingly, we are witnessing separate’
revolutions, in which high-speed access 1o the Intemnet is ;
all segments of the population, including many b

minority residents. While we appreciate the Commission’szefforteit

' Comments of AT&T Corp., CC Docket No. 98-147, September 25, 1998, p. ¥
* Comments of MCT WorldCom. CC Docket No. 98-147, September 25, 1998.:p2.:
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the nceds of rural Americans and eicmentary and secondary sc.bools

and “targeted” intexLATA relief, this is not enough. Fuxﬂwt ' affiliate
requirement is anti-competitive and will be harmful to consumners fy; imposing

unnecessary costs and requirements on local telephone compm o
affiliates. |
In their comments to the Commission, AT&T and Mcrfwoﬂ o _smcd that the

Commission should not grant LATA boundary modifications to,.BOCs ﬂfhe commcnters

advanced telecommunications services. Further, the Comnussxom :
local telephone companies are incumbents in - dev
telecommunications services. Due to current Commission

local tclephone companies’ investment into and-
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city areas.

Access to the Intcrnet, and in particular to the mx

continucs to be hampered by sluggish and piecemeal

Commission policies and regulations mandate.

However, if the Commission is-determined to-
affiliate requirement, it should reconsider the flexible «
approach the Commission established in its Computer IIL 0
should also allow the local cxchange carriers to deliv v iL 4 Bvites across
interLATA boundaries. |

As a last alternative, if the Commission is tmwilhngto €

obstacles immediately, it should at least insert a sunset-provi Hardremoving these

@oos
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obstacles by the year 2000, when many cmerging forms- , dities s:will have

reached maturity.

L Separatc Affiliates

“truly” separate affiliates to provide advanced services have been y %i'n*reahty this

requirement will not alleviate the problem currently found.:
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anticompetitive strategies.”” The separate subsidiary s

class of CLECs. The San Jose Mercury News, for cxample, PO

Area area; “[hJome users, on the other hand, suffer in-

competitive markets...” According to the News, Covad, th@*V"“ $Prési

effective strategy to engender affordable new residential:s
believes a scparate subsidiary is necessary, we urge it m :
competition-oriented” model of cmploying nonstructural - i
Computer Il proceeding. In that proceeding, the-C
"benefits of structural separation were outweighed by the- s

discrimination by the BOCs while avoiding the jnefficienci ‘“f’j;’ sSociatadan

separation."® The Commission has found that nonstructural

7 Comments of MCI WorldCom, CC docket No. 98-147, September 28, 1998,4!.22. L
* “Home DSL Cosuts A Bundle In Bay Area — Competition Ifasn’ tRcdtmdPriéﬁ, sJose Mercury
News, March 17, 1998, » -
> Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 98-8, January 30, 1998, p:10, -
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' Comments of AT&T Corp., CC Docket No. 98-147, September 25, 1998,.p. 4
"' Pamela Gregory, Deputy Director of the FCC’s Disabilities Issues Task Force
- “[can] significantly benefit children with disabilities uy well as children without
See, Pamela Gregory. “The Telecommunications Act of 1996.” 1998 Dif&ioivi®
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many of these large backbone operators have shown httle-
backbones to regions beyond the largest and most hx:tauv;
question why the newly created “truly” separate affiliares= "

- backbone providers, than do the current CLECs? e 5

12 “The Need Por Facilities-Based Competition Internet Backbone Cmnpetidou;*‘ »
May 6, 1998, p. 9. ;

R »;’ Gibson,

10
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also discouraging deployment of advanced broadband services’ home use
of the Internet. According to a recent survey by Keynote-

transport across the backbone networks are only in the ran, &0 < iper second

Warned the editor of the authoritative Boardwatch Magazine, “[[jnétdaking bandwidth to

thc home or office beyond ISDN speeds will probably not:

Jor end users uniil backbone connectivity improves dramancally
As Dr. Robert Randall and Charles Jackson e:q:lained-?.-in.‘: ;
Barriers to DSL Service™ (July 1998), pervasive DSLregulaﬁ i
companies’ incentive to invest in technology. o

To reiterate, the requirement of “truly” separate subsuﬁan i:for delivering

necessary, it should reconsider the “more flexible, comxiet!ﬁ_.; “ofiei

established in its Computer LI Proceeding.

1 “Net Jams Hinder Faster Connections,” CNET News.Com, October 22,1997_
' “First Independent Runking of Intemet Backbones Rates CompuServe Tops in

Boardwatch Magazine press release, June 25, 1997 (see b
http-/fwww keynote.com/company/announcements/pr062597 html.)

11
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IL InterLATA Relief

In its comments, “Sprint believes no LATA boundary-mg
in order to allow adequate deployment of advanced 7
seconded Sprint’s assertion and stated “the Comxmssxonmust

modifications to the BOCs.™'¢

Internet clearly demonstrates an immediate demand for lnt:metm:at l;ughcr speeds
earlier,

than are now standard and for other forms of advanced services:*Butas

to the multi-media World Wide Web, continues to be hampemd _ 0
and unreliable service. According to a recent study by Ne
New York Times, “the average Internet user wastes just over ’
hours per year, waiting for Web pages to load — fully26 ‘; 2 mme on the
Internet.”!” The continuing “World Wide Wait” not oaly means" qxvcr Net -surfing, it
undoubtedly also translates into a slower development of all"f tg.

from commerce to online education to health care.

' Comments of Sprint Corparation, CC Docket No. 98-147, September 25, 199&, : -
' Commeats of MCI WorldCam, CC Docket No. 98-147, Septcmber 28; 1998; p.sg e
"7 “Report Puts a Number on the World Wide Wait,” The New York Times; CybéntimiesiAugu
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Contrary to their arguments, the BOCs are not thc bn]rcompames that are

accomplishments of West Virginia to keep pace with: the-

- ERNE

¥ Comments of MCI WorldCom, CC Docket No. 98-147, September 28, 199

13

do13
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high-speed bandwidth is made available.

In the comments made by AT&T, MCI, Sprint:gs

-

Internet access and services. The demand for such services has .

and exponential rates, resulting in a temporary exhaustion:of Irité

FE

** Comments of MCI Telecommunications Corporation in Petition ofé;il—ar ,
Authorization to End West Virginia’s Bandwidth Crisis, CC Docket No..98¢}]

@o14
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develop advanced telecommunications services in a rural area,lt g

to this state or to rural areas alone.

areas the existing providers have ignored.
Many of our large, rcspected universities have becm. L

their failure to obtsin high bandwidth Internet access for cruc:alfesmh -endw.vors

Brown University, for example, recently stated:

Brown is deeply concerned that the emerging Internet2-and-vBNS:
traditional IXC providers such as Sprint dominate network -
and MCI. Brown believes the best means to accomplish affordab
access to the future wide-area broadband networks is to allow healthy

competition among all potential providers. Currently Brownris 5
experiencing the failures of lack of competition for high band’ idi
access in our attempt to acquire a DS3 link from g ;
Out service requests to MCI have been rejected due to. _laci:
Lack of capacity has created a demand-supply relationship:

' Robert C. Gibson, “The Need For Facilities-Bascd Intemet Backbone Competitiois ¥ May6, 1998, p.29.

15
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companies can play in the high-end data market. The

telephone companies to provide Intemet and Extranet serkuw
and health care providers.
Demand for high-speed data services and Internet backbone for

purposes will likely increase markedly in the near future, in part; asaresult of forward-

looking provisions of the Act. The Snowe-Rockefeller provision : pmv:desdascounts on

telecommunications services, including connections, msmdcwn'm.gh andsliiternet services,
to schools, libraries and rural health care providers. Whenthebegcﬁtsof Snowe

Rockefeller are fully realized, demand for Internet backboncwxll :soar .as teachers,

Internet may prove to be of limited value as a teaching and i

LV Rd
K

tool to level the playing field for students with disabilities.- The req

255 of the Act that people with disabilities have access to ad ‘f :'-ﬁ"'_:.f,‘l_z'lmunications

2 Letter from Brown University's Director of Communications in supportofi BellAt
rehef from interLATA restrictions on broadband networks, November- 14, 1997
B In addition to Brown University, petition supportcrs include Boston
University, West Virginia University, Virginia Polytechnic and State University;’ iversity of Maine
Systern, The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, NYSERNet, Vn'gmm Connnonwcalth University, and
The Virginia Community College System. R ,
** Public Law 104-104, February 8, 1996, 47 U.S.C. Section 254.

16
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capabilities may only be fully realized if high-speed, higircapavityataservices arc

widely available.

only receive data at the equivalent of 28.8 kbps or 56.6:K

potential of the Internet in the classroom will not be achieved.

g &

In addition to concentration of Internet backbone ¢ éral policies are

serving to impede or discourage the new competition and inv%éun&n:oessary to

of”
e

deploying packet-switched networks, cven thoughwthéf’;.a mceptiot: ‘boundaries is

meaningless on the Internet.

the lack of competition will continue to discourage or hm:tnewm it in backbone

capacity. The commenters’ question how the Commission ﬂgnen%mdﬂhat@@hese areas

17
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should be considered for limited interL ATA relief and at i cities and

II1. Conclasion

We urge the Commission to permit local excl a

Northeast.
Just a few years ago, information that sped over the:] Tiie
form of text. Today, on-line applications are filled with-comple:

streaming audio and vidco. Higher bandwidth and fasterisped

[o1s
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information included in graphics and other components: ) rapid
deployment of advanced telecommunications services will hé 8 barriers
forces

Regulatory forbearance will encourage the harnessing

to help attain these goals.

As Chairman Kepnard noted: o

We have in this country already 40 million householdsf- ; have '

home computers and most of those computers have*-morc
computing powcrthancanbe accommodatedbytha i
home...So we’ve got to find ways in this country
bandwidth capacity.

Wc have already noted that the deployment pmcmsof >

rural residents, small businesses and the poor at an awssani Sary
fact, an assessment of the Internet’s infrastructure by NewYork'S‘
Urban Rescarch Center has found that “less urbanized
cities and interior regions lag the nation in Internet developmetitﬂ, AT
York University study also suggests that the poor rely on "sd

e

community centers for their primary access to the Internet = pufbln'f

* “Net Equity: Class Divisions Emerging on the Net,” by Mitchell L. Moss‘an‘a,swve
Taub Urban Research Center, New York University, August 1998. Rt

19
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still struggling to make full use of standard Internet:
access.”® In addition, Vanderbilt University documented.
Internet, reporting that “[e]ven whites who do not have-homie st
get on the World Widc Web than blacks.” ¥

Relief from regulatory barriers to deployment of a

of Section 706 and the Act.
Few actions will do more to help fulfill the Act’s graiest o

all Americans have an opportunity to harvest the mynadbcneﬁts\__v

Respectfully submitted, - r :

%f

Keep America Comnected
P.O. Box 27911
Washington, DC 20005

% “Djgital divide an income gap,” CNET News.Com, August 20, 1998.
27 “Racial Discrepancy on Net,” CNET News.Com, April 16, 1998.
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primary goal of KAC is that regardless of income, race;:
geographical location affordable, access to the use of thex
infrastructure and services should be available. This goal
rapid development of a fully competitive markctplace thaten

tbe nation will have access to more services at lower prices. -

approach to community and economic development. The
assure all rural citizens have employment opportunities, public:

life comparable to other Americans. NADO’s members
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businesses, and nonprofit organizations. Regional -

identify local needs and priorities, and arc catalysts:for A g in rural
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One is also a leading advocate in shaping public policy to 2
of people with disabilities especially in the area of telecomm

technology.

v

doz2s



